RECEIVED

BEFORE THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION MAY 30
WASHINGTON, DC 20554 1997
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS GOk SSION
In the Matter of: ) OFFCE OF SECRETARY
)
Implementation of the Local )
Competition Provisions in the ) CC Docket No. 96-98
Telecommunications Act of 1996 )
)
SOURCE MATERIALS
Volume 4 of 10

TAB 29 [Kirchberger-D] through
TAB 37 [Martinez]

TO
PETITION FOR
FOR EXPEDITED RULEMAKING

BY
LCI INTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORP.
and
COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION (CompTel)

Anne K. Bingaman Eugene D. Cohen, Esq.
Douglas W. Kinkoph Bailey Campbell PLC
LCIINTERNATIONAL TELECOM CORP. 649 North Second Avenue
8180 Greensboro Drive, #800 Phoenix, AZ

McLean, VA 22102 Telephone:  (602) 257-8611
Telephone:  (703) 442-0220 Facsimile: (602) 254-8089
Facsimile: (703) 848-4404

Genevieve Morelli Rocky Unruh, Esq.

Executive Vice President, General Counsel Morgenstein & Jubelirer
COMPTEL Spear Street Tower

1900 M Street, NW San Francisco, CA 94105
Washington, DC 20036 Telephone:  (415) 896-0666
Telephone:  (202) 296-6650 Facsimile: (415) 896-5592

Facsimile: (202) 296-7585

May 30, 1997




30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

RECEIVED

TABLE OF SOURCES AND SOURCE CONVENTIONs  MAY 3 0 1997

Convention

Kirchberger-D

Kirchberger-N:

Kirchberger-P:

LCI Brief:

LCI Letter:

Long:

Mallen:

Marlin:

Martinez:

COMMyy
Source oF SECRETARy 19810
Affidavit of Robert J. Kirchberger on Behalf of AT&T
Communications of Delaware, Inc. Before the Public Service

Commission fo the State of Delaware, Docket No. 96-234
(Apr. 11, 1997)

Affidavit of Robert J. Kirchberger on Behalf of AT&T
Communications of New Jersey, Inc. Before the New Jersey
Board of Public Utilities, Docket No. T097030166 (Apr. 15,
1997)

Declaration of Robert J. Kirchberger on Behalf of AT&T
Communications of Pennsylvamia, Inc. Before the
Pennsylvamia Public Utility Commission, Docket No. M-
960840

Initial Brief of LCI International Telecom Corp. in Opposition
to New York Telephone Company’s (1) Petition for Approval
of Its Statement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions
and (2) Draft Petition for InterLATA Entry

Letters Written (on the date indicated) by LCI to PacBell,
Ameritech, NYNEX and Senator McCain (“McCain Letter”)

Deposition of Ann Marie Long Before the California Public
Utilities Commission, Case No. 96-012-026 (Mar. 21 & 28,
1997)

Deposition of Michael Mallen Before the California Public
Utilities Commission, Case No. 96-12-026 (Apr. 15, 1997)

Direct Testimony of W. David Marlin on Behalf of LCI
International Telecom Corp. Before the Illinois Commerce
Commission, Docket No. 96-0404 (Apr. 22, 1997)

Direct Testimony of Ronald Martinez on Behalf of MCI
Telecommunications Corporation Before the Georgia Public
Service Commission, Docket No. 6863-U (Feb. 14, 1997)

Other than the few items marked with an (*), the cited pages from these materials are

assembled and presented in separate volumes with an index for convenient reference (where the
documents are lengthy, only the cited pages appear). These source materials may be obtained
upon request in their abbreviated or in complete form. The items marked with an (*) are omitted
from the collection of source materials because they are generally available or have been filed
previously with or promulgated by the Commission.



29

S12NnAaodd 321440 sn



62:97 46, 1T A
co 399d

BEFORE THE PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF DELAWARE

IN THE MATTER OF THE INQUIRY
INTO BELL ATLANTIC-DELAWARE,
INC.'S COMPLIANCE WITH THE : Docket No. 96-234
CONDITIONS SET FORTH IN 47 U.S.C.

§ 271(c)

(OPENED SEPTEMBER 24, 1996)

AFFIDAVIT OF ROBERT J. KIRCEBERGER

ON BEHALF OF AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF DELAWARE, INC.

I, Robert J. Kirchberger, declare as follows:

L. My name is Robert J. Kirchberger. My business address is 131

Morzistown Road, Basking Ridge, New Jersey. Currently, [ am a Law and Government Affairs

Director in AT&T's Atlantic region.

2. I have over 27 years experience in the elecommunications industy - 10

years with New Jersey Bell and 17 years with AT&T. Over the years, I have held positions of
increasing responsibility in a pumber of areas, including management of local repair service
centers and local switching offices, development of technical and tariff support for pricing and
marketing of both New Jersey Bell's and AT&T's services, and management of customized
offerings. From 1995 to November, 1996, I had business management responsibility for the

Atlantic Region Local Services Organization. In thar capacity, 1 served as the lead pricing

. negotator for the AT&T-Bell Atlantic negotiations for a local interconnection agreement.

la141.01 1117
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3. The purpese of my affidavit is to respoad to the claims of Bell Atlantic

regarding the progress it has made toward providing competitive local exchange carriers

(CLECs) with hondiscziminatory access 1o its operations support systems (OSS) as required by

Secton 251(c)(3) of the Teiccommunicadons Act of 1996 (1996 Act). As demonstrated below,

Bell Arantc stll has a Jong way t0 go before it will be able to provide CLECs with workable |

and nondiscriminatory access (o its operations support systems. In the first place, the 0SS -

interfaces being proposed by Bell Adantic are not preseatly available; that is, they are n&t yet

deployed or tested or otherwise in a state of operational readiness. Indeed, all that Bell Adantic

even claims in this proceeding with respect to OSS access is that it will provide such access at

some undefined time in the fumre. In addidon, the OSS access that Bell Adantic ﬁropdses to

provide initially to CLECs falls far short in several significant respecss of providing CLECs with .

the parity of access required by the 1996 Act. Most significandy, Bell Adantc’s proposed

ordering procedure is not mechanized. Rather, it requires Bell Atantic employees 0 manually
o rekey all CLEC orders for input into its service order processing systems — 2 procedure that

amounts to nothing more than the équivalent of communication by facsi:;ﬁle'. which the FCC has

expressly found to be insufficient. Further, Bell Atlantic has offered no evidence that the OSS

access it proposes o provide will have sufficient capacity o handle the velume of CLEC requests

that can reasonably be expected to occur in a multi-carrier competitive local exchange market.

Addirionally, Bell Adantic has made na showing that the OSS access it proposes 0 provide to

CLECs will be nondiscriminatory - that is, equivalent to the access that Bell Adantic provides

to itself. -

54181.010 TR 2
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4. My affidavit will also address the serious barrier 10 competitive entry into

local markets created by the per transaction charges that Bell Atlantic has proposed 0 impose

for CLEC access 10 its operations support systems.

L THE NEED FOR NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO OPERATIONS SUPPORT
SYSTEMS

5. “Operations support systems” are the computer-based systems and databases

that telecomumunications carriers use o provide a number of essential customer and business
support functions, including (1) pre-ordering (e.o., idenﬁfyir;g the customer’s existing service
and the avajlabiiity of new services and features, address verificadon, the assignment of new (2le-
phone numbers, ascertaining the need for a site visic and the due date for service installation),
(2) ordering, (3) provisioning, (4) mainteparce and repair, and (5) billing for the sale or resale :
'. of telecommunications services. Operardons support systéms also include local accouat
maintepance systems by which a carrier can updare other information regarding its local
customers, such as a change in the customer's long distance carrier.

6. The establishment of efficient electronic interfaces and procedures for the
exchange of information berween the operations support systems of Bell Atlantic and AT&T and
other CLECs is absolutely essential for the development of comperition in the provision of local
services. AT&T and other CLECs entering local markets in Delaware on a large scale will be
highly dependent upon their ability efficiently to obtain local services and unbundled network
elemenrs from Bell Adantic, which will depend in turn upon the efficient exchange of

_ information between AT&T and Bell Atlantic relating to all the OSS functions described above.

" Without nondiscriminatory access to Bell Aclantic's operations support systems, large-scale,

15413101 41797 3
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broad-based entry by CLEC:s into local markets in Delaware will be delayed or forsclosed, and

consumers will be denied the benefits of competition in local telephone services — choice, new

and inpovative services, and lower prices.

7. The FCC has found that nondiscriminatory access to operarions support
systems of the incumbent LECs is "critical 1o the ability of other carriers to compete,” stating

that:

"[TIf competing carriers are unable to perform the funcrions

of pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning, maintenance and

repair, and billing for network elements and resale services

in substanually the same time and manner that an -
incumbent can for itself, competing carriers will be

severely disadvantaged, if not precluded altogetber, from

fairly competing. Thus, providing nondiscriminacory @000 -~
aceess to these support systems functions, which would -

include access to the information such systems contain, is

vital to crearing opporrunities for meaningful competition. "!

-

Tre FCC further found that "providing nondiscriminatory access to operations support systems -
_ functons is technically feasible,” and it ordered that such nondiscriminatory access must be
provided by January 1, 1997.2
! : . 8.  The FCC subsequently depied petitions to defer this requirement of

nondiscriminatory access o operations support systems.? Although the Comupission stated it

! First Report and Order, Implementarion of the Local Competition Provisins in the
Telscommunications Agt of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 (released August 8, 1996) (First
Reportand Order), at 1518. Seealso Id., 1522 ("We find that such operations support
systems functions are esseatial to the ability of competitors to provide services in a fully
competitive local services market”).

T Id ar 91 520, 523.

Second Order on Reconsideration, [mplementation of the.Local Comperition Provisjons
inthe Telecommugications Acr of 1996, CC Docket No. 96-98 (released December 13,
1996) (Second Order).

Sa\s3t.01 1757 4
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would not initiate enforcement actions against incumbent LECs "that are making good faith
efforts to provide [nondiscriminatory OSS] access within a reasonable period of time,” it
reaffirmed @t "access to OSS functions is a critical requirement”; that such access must be "at
least equivalent” or "equal to" the access that the incumbent LEC provides 10 itself; and thar

: "incumbent LECs that do not provide access to 0SS functions, in accordance with the First
Report and Order, are not in full compliance with Section 251.%¢
T T |

; -  THE REQUIREMENTS FOR NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS TO
OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTEMS

) 9.  The FCC bas made clear that the duty to provide "nondiscriminatory

access” means that the access provided to CLECs must be "the same" as,’ or "equal t0,"¢ the
access thar Bell Atlantic provides to its own customer service representatives. Moreover, the

FCC has concluded that, consistent with “the 1996 Act's goal of promoting local exchange -

i £ ¢ Id at Y99-11.
5 Sze Pivst Report and Order, 523 (“the incumbent must provide the same access (0
competing providers™ that it provides to its own customer service representatives); 3516
("the incumbent must provide access o [OSS] functions under the same ferms and
3 condirions that they provide services to themselves or their customers™); 518 (competing
? ' providers must be provided with the ability "to perform the functions of pre-crdering.
ordering, provxsnomng mainienance and repair, and billing for necwork elements and

resale services in subsuntally the same time and manner that an incumbent can for
itself™) (emphasis added).

See Id., 1519 ("we generally rely upon” state commission orders “ordering incumbent
LECs to provide interfaces for (OSS] access equal ra that the incumbent provides itself™):
{315 (access must be provided on terms that are "ggual (0 the terms and conditions under
which the incumbent LEC provisions such 2lements to itself*); Second Order, {9 (0SS

access must be "at least equivalent” or "equal1g” the access that the incumbent LEC
{ P provides to itself) (emphasis added).

»
i
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it competition, " incumbent LECs must provide OSS access “under terms and conditions thar would
provide an efficient competitor with 2 meaningful oppormumiry to compete."’
10.  Inorder to escablish that it has fully implemented this obligation to provide
CLECs with nondiscriminarory access tc operations support systems, Bell Atlantic must show:
(1) that OSS in:crfacés are deployed, cover all OSS functions, and are in a state of full
operationa] readiness for both wholesale services and unbundled network elements; (2) that its
proposed OSS interfaces, systems, procedures and persomnel are adequate to handle the
magnimde of the CLEC requests that can reasonably be anticipated to occur in a muld-carrier
competitive market; and (3) that the OSS access being provided to CLECs is "nondiscriminatory" .
in that it is equivalent in terms of availability, accuracy and dmeliness 1o the access that Belrl’

Atlantic provides to itself. Bell Atlantic bas met none of these requirements.

¢ O LACK OF OPERATIONAI READINESS
11.  As Bell Adantic has recognized in other cases, the development of
operationany ready electronic interfaces berween two oOperaticns support systems is "a

monumentally complex task.”® It requires not only the development of interfaces and the

e

. publication of interface specificatons, but a showing that CLECs are actually able to use the

il interfaces to obtain the infofmau’on and functionalities contained ia Bell Atlantic's operations

‘ support systems and databases. Operational readiness can only be established, therefore, by

?  First Report and Order, § 315. )

E ! See Direct Testimory of Donald E. Alben, filed November 4, 1996, in “3‘}“;?

Pub. Usl. Dacket No. TX93120631 p. 21, T
mu.os;znm 6

e
"E I»
1t

L d 1687 ON 11dVH N 962 MYT LRIV R497:7 L661 12 VK



8@ "39ud @e:97 L6 TS AM

evidence that CLECs have been able to pracess large volumes of transactions over the interface
— in an accurate, reliable and timely manner.

12.  Bell Atlantic does not even comtend ar this time that it has deployed
operatidnally ready OSS imerfaces for all 0SS functions for its resale services and unbundled
— nerwork elements. Rather, Bell Atlantic states only thar it "will provide compeﬁng carriers

aceess 1o its operational support systems” at some undefined time in the future. Albert Aff. € 64

(emphasis added).® Such vague promises of future access obviously do nor satisfy Bell Atlaatic's
_ 0SS access obligations.

13.  With respect to its proposed ordering interface, Bell Atlantic states that r

only the “initial development” of an interface has been completed and that the interface "is now -
-~ - being tested” by Bell Adlantic. Albert Aff. §66. What Beli Adantic has chosen nos to disclose
in this case, however, is that it is still several years away from providiiag the nondiscriminarory v
access to its service order processing system mandated by the 1596 Act. Thus, in otherwise =
virwally jdentical testimony submitted by Mr. Alberr in other jurisdictions. he has candidly
conceded that mechanized processing of local service requests (LSRs) bif Bell Atlantic will only
te “implemented by order type (e.g., basic residendal service), with the most common order

types mechanized first" and that “it will probably be several vears _ before all LSR tvpes are

See also Reply Brief of Bell Adantic-New J ersey, Inc. Regarding Interconnection and

Unbundling Issues, filed March 10, 1397, in Natice of Pra-Praposal Norice of
Investigation Local Exchange Comperition for Telecommunications Services, N.J. Bd.
—_ ’ Pub. Util. Docket No. TX95120631, p. 123 (stating that Bell Adantic "will provide
1 ‘ electronic access to each of the OSS functions . . . on a ime frame” 10 be agreed w with
other individual carriers).

5418101 417797 7
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mechanized. "’ This admission — omined from Mr, Albert's affidavit here, but not in any way -
disavowed - is further confirmed by recent statements in:_other proceedings that Bell Adantic's
implementation of mechanized access for CLECs to its ordering systems "will proceed in two
phases” and that "it may be several years" before Bell Atantic will be capable of processing all
CLEC orders on 2 mechanized basis.!!
14.  Similarly, with respect to its proposed billing iprerfaces, Bell Adantic
candidly concedes that its interfaces are not in 2 stare of operational readiness. Instead, Bell -
Atantic states that it is still "ccoducting an operational tes: 1o validate the production capabilities
of the billing system." Albert Aff. § 69.
15.  Bell' Atlantic’s own staternents, therefore, indicare that its systems are not
operatiopally ready. Moreover, the evidence required 1o demonstrate that Bell Atlantic's inter---
faces are capable of processing largs volumes of transacrions in an accurate, reliable and timely
manmner can only be obtained through thorough end-to-end integration testing of Bell's proposed
0SS interfaces.
16.  The mere development of an interface and the publication of technical
specifications is not enough. Imterface specifications, standing aloge, generally do not provide
sufficient information to enable systems to interface with each other. Even when induswy

standards are used, those standards are oftep defined 10 allow flexibility in the design of systems.

18 Albert Declaration, filed February 10, 1997, In_re Implementation of the
Islecommunications Act of 1996: Rell Adanric-Pennsylvania’s Foov Into In-Region
Incarl ATA Services Under Section 271, Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm'n Docket No. -
960840, § 67 (empbasis added).

' Bell Aﬂannc-PcmsylvamthPly Comments, Perition of Bell Arlantic-Pennsvivania Inc..
vV AV, , Pennsylvania
Pub. Uul. Comun'n Dacker No. P-00961137, filed February 5, 1957, pp. 7-8.

35418101 ¢y 7197 8
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Different companies may apply the standards differently. Further, each company will have s
own unique methods and procedures, system design parameters, and other policies and practices,
referred to as "business rules,” that are essental to the funcrioning of its systems. These
business rules are not generally reflected in the technical specifications, but they are crucial to
the successful use of a systems interface. Both parties must understand bow data will be
"packaged” within messages that cross the interface, the identity of the data elements thar will
and will not be provided, the sequence of messages that will be exchanged, the “edits” that are
programmed into the systems, and the business acuvities that will occur in response to particular
messages. Without full knowledge and compliance with both the interface specifications and
business rules, CLECs will not be able to communicate and interact with Bell Atlantic's systems,
and essential transactions wiil pot iake piace as intended. Problems of this sort can only be
uncovered in the course of comprehensive integration testing.
17.  Because AT&T recognizes thar adequate systems testing is imperative, it
{ ' has repeatedly throughout its negodatiogs with Bell Atlantc suwessed the imp.omncc of
comprehensive end-t0-end service readiness testing for both the purchase of resold services and
unbundled nerwork elements. At a meeting in early November, 1996, in response to AT&T's
request 1o test systems in January, Bell Atantic told AT&T tha it would not be ready to test
unbundied elements systems at that time. Punﬁcr, it stated that resources for such testng might
be difficult to obtain, and that the timing of the total services resale testing would affect the
iming of the unbundled elements testing.
18.  AT&T senta comprehensive test plan 1o Bell Atlantic and had a seven-hour

meeting at which AT&T presented this plan on November 19, 1996. AT&T's proposal was

354181.01 4717797 9
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designed to test all phases of the data flows that must be exchanged in the wholesale
environment. AT&T's test proposal focused on total services resale testing first. AT&T's test
plan was designed to assess al] phases of systems interactions through the systerns architecture
1o epsure that, under a variety of different scenarjos, AT&T customer service orders could be
processed and provisioned, and the resulting service mazintained and billed. Such testing was 10
include all data element flows, including the iniriation of the transacton by AT&T, the
movement of the data elements through AT&T's operations support systems, the ransmission
of informaton across the interface to Bell Atlagtic, the processing of the data within Bell
Atlantic's operations support systems, and, per industry standards, the subsequent return of data
to AT&T, as well as escalation procedures and contingent magual processes.

19.  During the November 19 meeting, Bell Atlantic representatives listeped o

AT&T's proposal and appearad receptive to it. When asked at the end of the meeting whether:-
Bell Atlantic would accept the proposal, Bell Atlantic's representatives stated that they wanted
r--"{i" some time to review the proposal with senior rnapagement and to add some of Bell Anantic's
own testing requirements. As a result, Bell Atlantic suggested thar the companies meet in

another week or two.

20.  Tbe very next day, however, on November 20, 1996, Bell Atlantic sent
AT&T a letter inviting AT&T to 2 December 17, 1996, “Resale Sezminar.” That letter revealed
thzt Bell Atlantic bad decided to use only one test parmer for the entirety of the region, that it
had intended to determine unilaterally who its test parter would be, and that it bad prepared its
own test plan and schedule. None of this information had been disclosed to AT&T at its meeting

e -

with Bell Atlantic the day before.

saisL01 :njm 10
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21.  Atthe December 17 seminar, Bell Adantic revealed that it bad selected as
its test parmer US Network, a small business-only reseller which has no customers in Bell
Atlantc's territory and-only approximately 70 employees worldwide. At the time US Nerwork
was selected, it was not authorized to provide local service anywhere in Bell Atlantic's territory,
and it only received authorization in mid-February to provide local service in Maryland, where
the test was being conducted. Bell Atlantic’s choice of a Maryland test parmer is peculiar
because it had previously told AT&T thar its preference was 10 test its systems in Peapsylvania,
where its systems were the most up-to-date and closest to Bellcore standards, and thar it might
bave operationa! difficulties in the former C&P Telephone territories. Moreover, Bell Atlantic
admiued that no US Network cusiomers were involved in the testing, tha: all of the Ie;t
participants are Bell Atlantic customers thar are being "loaned” to US Nerwork solely for ]
purposes of the test, and that they will remain customers of Bell Atlanric when the test is:
completad. These facts make clear thar this supposed "reseller test” is nothing more than a “self
— test” by Bell Atlantic of its own systems.
22.  Bell Atlantic has asserted that US Network was “randomly” chosen by
Coopers & Lybrand from Q pool of candidares that had been deemed qualified. Sgg also Albert
- Aff. 70 (stating that Bell Atlaatic is conducting an operational readiness test with "a randomly
selected reseller”). However, US Network also happens to be the test parmer for OSS interfaces
chosen by Ameritech and NYNEX.
— ' 23.  After the December 17 seminar, In response to repeated requests frem
_ AT&T, Bell Atlantic refused to disclose any details about its zesting with US Nerwork. Although

Bell Auantic bad initially stated that the test results would be made publicly available in

15418101 a7 11
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February, it did oot disclose these results until March 28, 1997, and then did so only in response
10 an inquiry from the Pennsylvania Public Utilities Comumission.
24.  The test results confirm that the Bell Atlantic/US Network test shows
nothing abour the ability of Bell Atanric’s sysiems to interface with CLECs’ systems. The @ -
results show that over the three-month test period, only six residendal customers and two
business customers were tested, and that, even with this limited oumber of customers tested,
problems with Bell Atlantic’s systems surfaced. Notwithstanding the undeniable inadequacies
of the US Network test, Bell Adantic nevertheless asserts that this test alone demonstrates the
operationa] readiness of its OSS interfaces.?
25.  Inits submission here, Eell Atlantic anaches no significance to its pendin"g-
test with AT&T, a CLEC that will actually be providing service to customers in Delaware. On .
February 10, 1997, the same day that it filed a report with the Pennsylvania Commission alleging
compliance with Section 271, Bell Atlantic finally accepted AT&T's test proposal, which had not
X chang.cd from AT&T's November proposal. That testing, which will take place in New Jersey,
has now just begun. However, that test is limited in several respects. First, it covers
predominandy total service resale orders and not unmbundled network elements orders. In
response to AT&T's repeated requests that the companies also conduct service readiness testing
| for unbundled nerwork element orders, Bell Atlantic has stated only that it "currendy expects 10

have the capability” to process such orders by May 1, 1997.P° Without even having the

-
It}

See Testimony of Donald E. Albert, Hearing befors the Pennsylvania Public Utilicy
Commission, Docket No. M-960840, on April 3, 1997, tr. 106.

.8 Lener from Jae Bradley, Bell Atlantic, to Jim Coningham, AT&T, dated February 27,
1997.

413101 #1357 12
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capability to test orders for unbundled network elements until, at the earliest, May 1, 1997, it
is difficult 10 comprebend how Bell Adantic can believe that it is in complianc.c with this
checklist requirement. Second, the test that the parties are conducting is not a xﬁﬁlti—vendor
stress test. The test contemplates sending 300-400 test orders to Bell Au;mtic over a three-to-
four month period. While this testing is certainly much more comprehensive than the US
Network test and is an important first step in determining Bell Adanric’s operational readiness,
it will not demonstrate whether Bell Atlantic’s systems will be capable of handling the volume
of orders from multiple vendors that can be expected once compenition acrually takes hold. For
the reasons discussed below (principally because Bell Atlantic’s systems require extensive magual
intervention), AT&T doubts that Bell Adantic will be able to handle any significant volumes o'f
orders. )
26. Inany event, even the earliest phases of the test that has taken place 1o date
with AT&T has revealed problems with Bell Adantic’s OSS. AT&T's directory service requests
*+ (which comprise requests for directory listings, including white and yellow page listings, and
directory delivery requests) were rejected by Bell Adlantic. AT&T later learned that Bell Adantic
will be unable t0 process any directory listing data elements via EDI (its ordering interface) until
May 1, 1997. Thus, these capabilities cannot even begin to be tested until early May, which,
at best, will delay the overall test by 2-3 weeks.
27.  Even aside from the problems that have surfaced thus far with the test,
there are a number of other unresolved issues with respect to Bell Adandc's interfaces. For
example, one ﬁlajor unresolved issue berween the parties relates to the business rules associated

with “hunting" requirements. Hunting is a term used to describe a service feamre that

S418L.01 41757 13
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automarically routes calls 10 another line when the first line is busy. In the course of
negotiations, it became apparent that there was a disagreement berween the parties on the proper
interpreration of the industry sundards regarding the formar of hunting requests. :Bell Atlantic
believed that 3 different fields on the service order form were required to be populaied in order
to process a bunring request; AT&T believed (and stll does) that only one field needed to be
populated. By letrer dated March 3, 1997, Bell Adanric indicated that it was willing to accept
AT&T's approach to bunting requests. A few weeks later, however, Bell Atlantic reversed
course and inforred AT&T that 2 data fields would peed to be populated in connection with any
bunting request. Thus, the issue remains unresolved. Because the overwhelming majority of
AT&T's business customers bave more than one line, resolution of this issue is critical fo
AT&T's ability 10 enter the business market. Indeed, AT&T cannot enter the market with a

business offer unless this issue is resolved.

IV. THELACK OF PARITY OF ACCESS TO OPERATIONS SUPPORT SYSTFMS

28.  In addidon 10 the acknowledged lack of operaticnal readiness '_of the OSS
interfaces proposed by Bell Auanuc, it is clear even from the cursory descriptions provided that
the ordering interfaces which Bell Atlantic proposes to provide initially 10 CLECs will not
provide the nondiscriminatory access required by the 1996 Act. This deficiency is most obvious
for Bell Atlantic's proposed imerfaces for the ordering and provisioning of service resale.
Although the FCC has ordered incumbent LECs to provide electronic interfaces for machine-to-

machine communications by CLECs where the incumbent's customer service representatives bave
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direct electronic OSS access," the interfaces presently being proposed by Bell Atlantic will not

_ permit CLECs to communicare with Bell Atlantic's ordering and provisioning ‘systems at ail.

Rather, as Mr. Albert has made clear in other states, Bell Adantic's proposed interfaces will only

enable a CLEC to submit orders 1o Bell Adantic's Comperitive LEC Sales and Service Center

o (CSSC) representatives, who will then manually input the orders into Bell Aﬂa;xtic's service order
processing system.’* In other words, the data that a CLEC keys in on its side of the interface
will be received by a Bell Atlantic employee via terminal or printer, who will then manually
rekey the order into Bell Atlantic’s systems. Thus, a CLEC's customer order will be manually
processed at least rwice — once by the CLEC agent and then again by a Bell Atlantic
representative.

29.  Indeed, although Mr. Albert’s Delaware affidavit does not acknowledge
this fact, AT&T was able to determine a5 a result of visiting one of Bell Atlantie’s customer -
service centers in March that, in fact, the Bell Atlantic service representative will manually rekey

s a CLEC’s service order not once, but multiple times. For example, in connection with an “as
specified” order (an order in which a CLEC specifies the customer’s requirements), the Bell
- | Atlantic represenzative will first “stare and compare” the CLEC order to the customer service

record that is in Bell Adantic’s system. Once a Bell Atantic represenative determines which

features, if any, are different from the customer’s features, the represeptative must separately

1 See First Report and Order, 14 523, 316, 518; Second Order, ¢ 9.

13

Albert Declaration, filed February 10, 1997, In_re: Impiementation of the
_—— X X _— ~

Telecommunications Act of 1996 Bell Atlantic-Peonsylvania’'s Ency Jotn In-Resion
Interl ATA Services Under Section 271, Pennsylvania Pub. Util. Comm'n Docket No.
M-960840, Y 67 (emphasis added).
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issue a disconnect order for those features. The Bell Aulantic representative then will manually
input the CLEC"s order into Bell's own service ordering system (and then its provisioning
system), and then manually create a firm order confirmation (FOC) to return to AT&T. Thus,
the manual intervention required under Bell Atlantic's proposal is pervasive.

30.  Asdiscussed above, Bell Atlantic has acknowledged in other states that a
fully "mechanized" process will ot be available for all types of CLEC orders for "several
years."® With this arrangement, Bell cannot even maintain any pretense of parity, since Bell
Atantic's own local service orders are entered directly into its service order processing system
by the Bell Atlantic representative who is dealing with the customer with no further human
intervennion.

31.  This proposed CLEC ordering procedure amounss to nothing more than ﬂn;
equivalent of the communicaticn of orders by facsimile, a procedure expressly rejected by the
FCC as "obviously” imadequars to meet the obligatdon of incumbent LECs to provide

- nondiscriminatory electronic access to their operations suppont sysiems. The FCC found that
where an incumbent LEC's customer service representatives have direct electronic access to OSS
sysiems, the incumbent LEC “must provide the same access to comperting providers,” and

"[ojbviously, an incumbent that provisions network resources electronically does not discharge

% Albert Declaration, filed February 10, 1997, In re: Implementation of the
e ¢ 1996: Bell Aslanric.F s Enry Tt To-Ragi

o \4 -
Interl ATA Services Under Sectian 221, Pennsylvania Pub. Utl. Comm'n Docker No.
M-960840, § 67 (emphasis added); Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania, Inc. Reply Comments,

\4

Perdon of Bell Aslantic-Penncylvania. Inc. for Approval of 2 Starement of Generallv
Availahle Terms and Condirions, Pennsyivania Pub. Udl. Comm'n Docket No. P-
00961137, filed February 5, 1997, pp. 7-8.
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its obligation under section 251(c)(3) by offering competing providers access that involves human
intgrvention, such as facsimile-based ordering."!’
— 32.  The repetitious manual processing of CLEC orders required by Bell
Adtantic is also a serious concern because it will dclay the ordering and provisioning process for
CLECs, including the receipt of firm order confirmations or order rejections. This arrangement
_ o will prevent the CLEC agent from receiving prompt notification of the status of service orders
and will preclude CLECs from making edits or corrections to orders 10 avoid order rejection
while the customer is still “on-line.” Thus, unlike Bell Arlantic representatives, CLECs will
- have ro call the customer back to correct orders that Bell Atlantic's systems have rejected. The
manual retyping required by Bell Atlantic's proposed arrangement also greatly increases thé
potential for error in the processing of CLEC orders. Further, it will not be apparent 10 a _
CLEC's customers that these problems are caused by Bell Atlantic, but they will instead be‘
perceived 1o be the fault of the CLEC. The manual reprocessing of CLEC orders proposec by
Bell Atlantic can thus be expected to seriously jeopardize the ability of CLECs 1o win and retain
local customers. Finally, AT&T's inability to receive prompt order.rejec:ions will make it
impossiole for AT&T to engage in error elixnﬁ:ation analysis during testing to determine whether
the errors were caused by AT&T's own systems. This, in twm, will make it impossible for

AT&T to correct any such systems problems.

7 First Report and Order, { 523 (emphasis added). See also Second Order, 49 ("to the
— extent that an incumbent LEC provides electronic pre-ordering, ordering, provisioning,
maintenance and repair, or billing to itself, its customers, or other carriers, the incumbent

LEC must provide at ls2st equivalent slectronic access to requesting carriers”) (emphasis
added).

84191 0) L1797 17

a1 ‘1 187% AW T1IVW N CR7 MYT 181V WAR1: % JRRT 17 RVH



61 '30ud £E:9T 46 T2 AWM

33. Manual processing is particularly troublesome for market entry on the

broad scale planned by AT&T, because experience shows that manual processes are incapable
of handling large volumes of ansactions in a consistent, accurate, and timely fashion, and are
thus likely to preclude Bell Atlantic from delivering timely and efficient services. For example,
when manual processes had to be employed at divestimire due 1o order fallout, a nationwide
backlog of order processing brought ordering to a standstill across the country.!® Capacity
should be evaluated by analogy to the long distance market, where currently more than 50
million customers nationwide change carriers each year. Similar turnover can be expected in
local services markets when cornpetition takes hold. In order to make loca) competition a reality,
it is imperative that AT&T and other large-scale potentia] CLECs have confidence that Bell
Atlantic wiJl be able to handle large volumes of customer orders for changes in their local
service provider. Here, however, Bell Adantic b2s not commined 10 any minimum staffing ~
levels to perform the required rekeying of CLEC orders.
AR 34.  Bell Atantic does not dispute that fully elecronic OSS imerfaceg Tequiring
no manual intervention are rechnically feasible, as the FCC found. See First Report and Order,
{ 520. Moreover, incumbem LECs, including Bell Atlantic, have provided such fully electronic
machine-to-machine, systern-to-system interfaces to interexchange carriers for many years in
coanection with interLATA access services.

35. Recognizing the inadequacy and obvious lack of pariry presented by its

proposed manual reprocessing of CLEC local service orders, Bell Atantic bas stated in other

i Ses g¢g, Telecommunications Reports, pp. 4-6 (May 21, 1984); Id.. pp. 8-10
(March 19, 1584); Id_, p. 3 (March 12, 1984).
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proceedings that it is "developing” a capability to input CLEC orders directly into its serviee
order processing system on 2 "mechanized basis,” but it admits thar it will be “several years"
before all CLEC local service requests are mechanized.” Moreover, Bell Atlantic has not
disclosed any dezails abour how this "mechanized” access will work.
36.  As an alternative 1 waiting several years for mechapized access to Bell
Atlantic’s operations support systems through its proposed electronic gateway, Bell Atlantic has
claimed in other smtes that it will provide “direct access 1o its service order processing systems
0 AT&T and any other CLEC that requests such access,” thereby enabdling CLECs 1o input
service orders directly into Bell Atlantic’s systerns without using the proposed gateway and
without the manual reprocessing of their service orders by Bell Adamtic.*® This offer xs
completely disingenuous, AT&T requested such direct OSS access in November 1996. Bell )
Atlamic’s initial response was 1o Iy 1o convince AT&T that it really did nor want such direct:
OSS access. When pressed, Bell Atlantic informed AT&T that such direct access would be
-+ available only after the customer migrates o AT&T. Thus, AT&T would not have direct access
10 all of the pre-ordering and ordering functions associated with a customer migrating to AT&T,
but would only be able to utlize direct access for activities that occurred after the migration,
such as processing of a customer’s request to change a feature. Thus, as a practical matter,

direct access would be unavailable 1o AT&T for well over 95 percent of its customers. Even

¥ Albert Declaration, filed February 10, 1997, in In_re: Implementation of the
Telecommunicazions At of 1996 Bell Atlantic-Penncyvivapia’s Fomrv Intg In-Region

mmsmnﬂm&:m.n Docket No. M-960840, § 67.

¥ See Bell Atlantic-Pennsylvania Reply Comuments, Betition of Bell Atlantic-Pennsvivania,
Inz. for Approval of a Starement of Generally Available Terms and Conditions, Docket
No. P-00961137, filed February 5, 1997, p. 8.
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in those limited circumstances in which Bell is willing to provide direct access, however, it has

also informed AT&T that direct access is not currently available, thar the development of the

necessary hardware and software would be expected to take about a year, and that it would need
to "mediate” any such direct CLEC access.

37.  Inaddition to the proposed manual processing of all CLEC orders by Bell

. Atantic, Bell Atlantic has insisted that all CLEC orders will be processed only in batches at 30-

. mimuxe intervals. When contrasted 1o the real time processing which Bell Atlantic provides for

, its own service orders, this batch processing of CLEC orders is clearly Dot parity. Moreover,

the delay in the processing of CLEC orders could affect the timeliness of the provisioning of

, CLﬁC orders, particularly if a provisioning day is. closed out during the 30-minute interval t;y

 intervening Bell Atlantic orders.

38.  Bell Atlantic has also stated that firm order confirmations will not be sent
o CLECs unl 24 hours after the order is sent 10 Bell Atlantic. By contrast, Bell Adantic's own
i1 °* customer service representatives receive notice that their orders have been accepred (or rejected)
by Bell Atlantic's service order processing systems immediately. Thus, Bell Adantuc's
representatives will be able o confirm orders with their customers during the initial contact,
while CLEC representatives will have to call back the customer at least 24 hours later to provide
order confirmation.

39.  Bell Adantic has further stated that it will be unable to provide a daily
usage feed for CLEC customers in less thap 72 hours. CLECs such as AT&T cannot provide
timely and accurate bills without such daily usage feeds. As a result of this 72-bour delay,

service for a new CLEC customer cannot be provisioned by Bell Atlantic in less than three days

181.01 417/ 20
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~ a limitation that does not apply to the provisioning of service for Bell Atlantic's own

custorners.

40.  The many delays in the ordering and pro&isiom’ng of CLEC orders under
Bell .;ulamic's proposals will not only prevent CLECs from completing provisioning in the same
time frames as Bell Auantic, but will also mean that CLECs will not know the status of orders
that are in jeopardy. If the provisioning of an order is; in jeopardy, the CLEC might not even
know that there is a problem until it is too late 10 notify the customer and reschedule the
. installation.
4].  Finally, Bell Atlantic’s pre-ordering interface -- the Electronic
Communications Gateway ~ does not provide parity because this gateway does not enable AT&T
10 move directly from Bell Aramric's pre-ordering system 1o its ordering system, a capability that
Bell Atlantic’s own service representatives have today. This introduces the potentia! for further -
errors and delay because AT&T will have 1o inpur the information received from Bell Atlantic's
pre-ordering imterface imro AT&T's systems. Moreover, this will have 10 be acéomplished by
means of a screen scraping technique, which is essentially a “cut and paste” process. Under this
— arrangement, every time that Bell Auantic makes a change 1o its systems, AT&T will have 10
modify its scraping software. To date, Bell Atlantic has given AT&T nothing more than vague
promises that it will at some undefined poin: in the future move to the industry-wide suggested

- solution for pre-ordering, which would climinate the need for screen scraping.

V. IHE ADEQUACY OF CAPACITY TO MEET CLEC REQUIREMENTS
42. In addition to failing to show that it has acmally deployed fully tested,

operationally ready interfaces for all OSS funcrions and for all services and unbundled network
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elements, Bell Adantic has failed to show that the OSS interfaces and other access procedures B
which it proposes.will have adequate capacity to handle the volume of CLEC orders and other

service requests that can reasonably be expected 1o occur as local markets become competitive.

This is parti;:ularly important because multiple carriers will likely enter the local services market.

Bell Adantic has provided no information about the capacity of its systems or the volumes of

CLEC mansactions it will be able to process through its systems.

45.  Adequate load carrying capacity is an essential aspect of establishing the —
operationa] readiness of Bell Adantic's proposed interfaces and related OSS access procedures.
An interface or service order processing procedure that operates sarisfactorily at low volumes
but "chokes” the processing flow for CLEC service orders at acwal market volumes will plaé%.-
Bell Atantic's competitors and their customers at a severe disadvantage.

44,  As discussed above, 2 particular concern in this regard is the 100 pcrcem'
leve] of manual intervegtion which Bell Atantic proposes to rely oa to enter all (;LEC local
service orders. This process will be exceedingly tedjous and tme consuming, and as c‘:ompcdtion
develops in local markets, the volume of orders from all CLECs can be expected 1o increase

shztrply.il As a result, Bell Atantic’s OSS access proposal poses a high risk of order backlogs

and service delays for CLECs.

3 Such problems were experienced by AT&T in Rochester, New York, as a result of
Rochester Telephone's arempt to manually process CLEC local service orders. Sag First
Report and Order,  508.
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